


NOTE 
 
Subject: EPA Comments on Dynegy Midwest Generation Inc. – Hennepin Power Station, 

Hennepin, IL  
Round 10 Draft Assessment Report 

 
To:  File 
 
Date:  May 21, 2012 
 

1. For both the  EAPS and the AEAP, the report states: "The stability analysis completed 
indicates that the 1979 embankments that support the underlying ash along the Illinois 
River have a calculated factor of safety less than the generally accepted value." Section 
2.6 does not make it clear that this issue applies to both ash pond systems.  Please clarify 
with the following explanation: “The 1979 embankment is common to the AEAP and the 
EAP; the ponds were separated into different units in association with the construction of 
Pond 2E at a later date. Since the embankment is common to both impoundments, we 
would expect the wedge-type failure noted in the CEC analysis for the 1979 embankment 
for the EAP are to be applicable to the 1979 embankment for the AEAP. Therefore, it is 
our opinion that both the AEAP and the EAPS systems should be rated “POOR”.  In 
addition, on p. 13, Section 2.6 “Structural and Seepage Stability,” it may be advantageous 
to provide a chart referencing calculated factors of safety for respective loading 
conditions along with acceptable minimum factors of safety used in reference. 
 

2. Please make a global change of "inspection" to "assessment" in relation to the contractor's 
activities. 

 
3. Please include H&H and stability analyses reports. 
 
4. Appendix A, Limitations, is written for "Alliant" and "Wisconsin" not "Dynegy" and 

"Illinois" Please correct. 
 

5. On p. 2, Section 1.2.1 “Location,” it may be advantageous to include a latitude and 
longitude of the facility or of an impoundment (I found the facility to be 41°18’11”N, 
89°18’55”W). I found this helpful in previous drafts from GZA. 
 

6. It is requested that either in Appendix C- the checklist, or in section 1.2 there be a 
specific statement made to address the following question: “Is any part of the 
impoundment built over wet ash, slag, or other unsuitable materials (like TVA)?”  Please 
correct for each impoundment. 
 

7. On p. 2, Section 1.2.3 “Purpose of the Impoundments,” it may be advantageous to denote, 
on Figure 2 in particular, the locations of “Active East Ash Pond System,” “East Ash 



Pond System,” and “West Ash Pond System,” as well as any intermediate Ash Ponds 
(e.g., East Ash Pond System Ponds 2 and 4). It may be confusing to the reader if the 
names used for units in the report do not track exactly with the names for units denoted 
on the Overall Ash Basin Plan.  



Comments on Draft Report 
Dynegy Midwest Generation  – Hennepin Power Station 
By Paul Mauer, Jr., P.E. 
Senior Engineer 
Illinois Dam Safety Program 
 
 
In general, it is important that the report correctly reflect the regulation of structures in Illinois.  All man-
made structures intended to impound or divert water, or other fluids, are regulated by the Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources’ Dam Safety Program.  All the structures covered in the report are 
subject to those regulations.  The NPDES permit program in Illinois is administered by the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Assessments 
 
EAPS –   
 

3.  The stated assessment does not report the overall stability analysis for the 1979 northerly 
embankments.  The reported deficient factor of safety is for the sliding wedge analysis.  This 
office was not provided with the analysis of the 1979 embankments in the 2010 permit 
application package.  It is thus difficult to comment, other than to note that the factor of safety 
computed implies that evidence of underdesign might have been expected in the 30+ years 
since construction.  The lack of that observation indicates that the analysis may not be based 
upon proper assumptions. 

 
Based upon the reported existence of mature trees on the embankment, the assessment of POOR is 
appropriate. 
 
AEAPS –  
 

3.  The analysis of the 1979 embankment stability of the northerly embankment is only directly 
related to the embankment of Pond 2E.  It is not clear if the reported factor of safety for the 
1979 embankment includes the loading by construction of the Pond 2e embankment.  As noted 
above, the lack of evidence of distress in the 1979 embankments indicates that the further 
analysis to be done would not be considered to be critical. 

 
Based upon the reported existence of mature trees on the embankment, the assessment of POOR is 
appropriate. 
 
WAPS –  
 
The introductory discussion in this section is significantly different than that provided for the EAPS and 
AEAPS sections.  The reader is led to conclude that a different standard is being applied here, but the 
visual observations are not significantly different and the conclusion should not be. 
 



4.  Seepage /stability analysis was not available.  The observations fail to provide evidence that 
design was missing or inadequate.  The availability of documents is not a determining factor in 
the condition assessment of the structure. 
 
5.  Hydraulic/hydrologic design information was not available.  The observation of 
approximately 10 feet of freeboard approaches approval by observation of the physical 
condition.  The design PMP event is approximately 28”.  The structure has minimal additional 
drainage area.  Without physical evidence of deficiencies, the lack of availability of design 
information is not material to the condition assessment. 

 
Based upon the reported existence of mature trees on the embankment, the assessment of POOR is 
appropriate. 
 
Studies and Analyses 
 

3.  The recommendation to generate a remedial design ignores the physical assessment of the 
condition of the embankment.   The correct recommendation is the reanalysis of the northerly 
embankment to verify the stability for wedge failure.  The result of that analysis should be the 
basis for any redesign determined to be appropriate. 

 
Recurrent Operation & Maintenance Recommendations 
 

1. There is no evidence provided to justify the recommendation.  The recommendation 
appears to be based upon the lack of coordination of the inspection date with the mowing 
schedule.  Except the observation of the vegetation in an area of mature tree growth, the 
observations indicate that the current mowing program has resulted in a dense grass cover, 
the preferred condition. 

 
Repair Recommendations 
 
All 3 recommendations are premature.   
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Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc.
333 Baldwin Road
Pittsburgh, PA  15205

Distance Along Baseline (1" = 30')
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Ground Surface
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Material Description

Material Type
(See Definitions of
Standard Terms and
Symbols)

Legend

N-Value

Recovery

RQD

The test boring logs and related information
presented in this report depict subsurface
conditions at the test boring locations and at
the time of drilling. Soil conditions at other
locations may differ.

Geologic correlations between test borings
generally are based on straight-line
interpolation. Actual conditions between test
borings may differ.

Geologic Conditions
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Note: Refer to the test boring logs for complete soil and
bedrock descriptions.
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